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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims 1, 4, 5-18, 20-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Butani 
et al. (US Publication 2003/0172010). 

Regarding Claim 1, Butani discloses a method for consolidating (combining multiple sources to 
one) computing devices (figs. 1, 2), comprising: retrieving a first data set (set of data from element 104 or 
204) indicative of system parameters of a first computing device (104 or 204. figs. 1 , 2); retrieving a 
second data set (set of data from element 106 or 206) indicative of system parameters of a second 
computing device (106 or 206. figs. 1, 2); determining at least one system parameter in the first data set 
that is different from a similar aspect of system parameter in the second data set ("analysis may include 
identifying the differences ... illustrating differences between different sets of data...". Paragraph 0041); 
and providing a visual depiction of the at least one difference ("...identify differences in the two analysis 
results" Abstract. "Publish the Results of the Data Analysis". Fig. 3). 

As discussed above, Butani essentially discloses the claimed invention but does not explicitly 
show that user can determine whether to consolidate programs or data of the first computing device on 
the second computing device. 

However, Butani teaches the source or computing device can be chosen as a digital camera 
(718) (fig. 7). The image or video file can be retrieved from digital camera. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have consolidate or store the data (in this case, a photo file that digital 
camera does not contain) from the first computing device such as the data source shown in figs. 1 and 2 
on the digital camera substituting a second computing device in order to play or display the file. Such 
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transferring or downloading the files for playing has been commonly used. Merely consolidating or 
allocating data from location to location does not produce unexpected result and novelty. 

Regarding Claim 4, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 3 wherein the system 
parameters comprise at least one of the number of processors (702), available processors (702), 
processor level, devices (722), disk drive characteristics (720), disk drive capacity (710, 720), system, 
and network connectivity (728), system CPU utilization (702), and system memory load (704, 706) (Fig. 
7). 

Regarding Claim 5, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 1 wherein the system 
parameters of a computing device comprises information indicative of executable process parameters ("a 
user may execute procedure 500 on an unchanged set of data". Paragraphs 0044, 0042). 

Regarding Claim 6, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 5 wherein the executable 
process parameters comprise at least one of: CPU utilization (for 702), memory utilization (for 704, 706). 

Regarding Claim 7, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 1 wherein the information 
indicative of the system parameters of the first and second computing devices (data source and digital 
camera) comprises information indicative of computing device database definition parameters (inherent 
feature. All kind of data must have own definition or file name such as Txt, Jpg. Jeg. Etc). 

Regarding Claim 8, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 1 wherein the visual depiction 
comprises a chart indicative of the level of difference between at least on system parameter ("...identify 
differences in the two analysis results" Abstract. "Publish the Results of the Data Analysis". Fig. 3) on the 
first and second computing devices (data source and digital camera. See discussion in the rejection of 
Claim 1) 

Regarding Claim 9, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 1 wherein the visual depiction 
comprises a textual display (display device 732) (fig. 7) comparing the system parameters of the first data 
set with the system parameter of the second data set. 

Regarding Claims 10, 12, 15, 16, 27, 29, 32, 34, 35, Butani essentially discloses the claimed 
inventions but does not explicitly disclose the data set is listed, stored in tables, stored in column and row. 
However, Displaying or indicating the sets of data in any representation does not change the scope of the 
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invention. It is well known that data is commonly or widely presented in tables and lists. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that data could be listed and stored in table to provide 
conventional presentation in order to provide let viewers to read all the data at once in the table or list. 

Regarding Claims 11, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 6 further comprising an 
indicator (on display device) comparing the process version in the first set with the process version in the 
second set. ("analysis may include identifying the differences ... illustrating differences between different 
sets of data...". Paragraph 0041). 

Regarding Claims 13, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 7 wherein the computing 
device database definition parameters inherently comprise at least one of: database names (104, 106) or 
user defined datatypes. 

Regarding Claims 14, 33, Butani does not explicitly disclose comparing login names of the data 
sets. However, since Butani does not limit the kind of the data sets, comparing login names as one within 
the data set is not restricted. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to compare 
login name in order to identify the person who is using the system. 

Regarding Claim 17, Butani discloses the method as recited in claim 1 further comprising 
receiving a plurality of first data sets and a plurality of second data sets and determining at least one 
system parameters in the first data sets that is different from a similar system parameters ("analysis may 
include identifying the differences ... illustrating differences between different sets of data...". Paragraph 
0041) in the second data sets over time. 

Regarding Claim 18, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 1, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 18. 

Regarding Claim 20, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 3, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 20. 

Regarding Claim 21, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 4, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 21 . 

Regarding Claim 22, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 5, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 22. 
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Regarding Claim 23, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 6, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 23. 

Regarding Claim 24, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 7, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 24. 

Regarding Claim 25, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 8, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 25. 

Regarding Claim 26, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 9, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 26. 

Regarding Claim 28, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 11, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 28. 

Regarding Claim 30, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 11, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 30. 

Regarding Claim 31, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 7, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 31 . 

Regarding Claim 32, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claim 13, Butani meets 
the limitations of Claim 32. 

Regarding Claim 36, as discussed in detail of the preceding rejection on claims 1 and 17, Butani 
meets the limitations of Claim 36. 

Allowable subject matter 

Claims 2 and 19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 4-36 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/549,442 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2163 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Correspondence 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Examiner Wilson Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-1824. 

Papers related to the application may be submitted by facsimile transmission. Any transmission 
not to be considered an official response must be clearly marked "DRAFT". The official fax number is 
(571)273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either 
Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private 
PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see h t^//palr-d i re ct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



10/1/08 



/Wilson Lee/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2163 



